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PURPCSE OF MEMO

This meno is witten to formalize an eval uation of the
University of Florida's status in relation to the follow ng
corrective action event codes defined in the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRI S)

1) Human Exposures Controlled Determ nation (CA725),

2) Groundwat er Rel eases Controlled Determ nation (CA750).

The application of these event codes at University of
Florida's adheres to the event code definitions found in the Data
El ement Dictionary for RCRIS.

Concurrence by the RCRA Prograns Branch Chief is required
prior to entering these event codes into RCRIS. Your concurrence
with the interpretations provided in the follow ng paragraphs and
t he subsequent recomendations is satisfied by dating and signing
above.

1. HUMAN EXPOSURES CONTROLLED DETERM NATI ON ( CA725)

There are five (5) national status codes under CA725. These
status codes are:

1) YE Yes, applicable as of this date.

2) NA  Previous determ nation no | onger applicable
as of this date.

3)
4)

8

No control neasures necessary.

8

Facility does not neet definition.
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5) IN Mre information needed.

The first three (3) status codes |listed above were defined
in January 1995 Data Elenment Dictionary for RCRIS. The last two
(2) status codes were defined in June 1997 Data El enent
Dictionary.

Note that CA725 is designed to neasure human exposures over
the entire facility (i.e., the code does not track SWW specific
actions or success). Every area at the facility nust neet the
definition before a YE or NC status code can be entered for
CA725. The NO status code should be entered if there are current
unacceptabl e risks to humans due to rel eases of hazardous wastes
or hazardous constituents fromany SWMJs) or AOC(s). The IN
status code is designed to cover those cases where insufficient
information is available to make an informed decision on whet her
or not human exposures are controlled. |If an evaluation
determ nes that there are both unacceptabl e and uncontrol | ed
current risks to humans at the facility (NO along with
insufficient information on contam nation or exposures at the
facility (IN), then the priority for the El recommendation is the
NO st atus code.

In Region 4's opinion, the previous relevance of NA as a
meani ngful status code is elimnated by the June 1997 Data
El ement Dictionary's inclusion of NO and INto the existing YE
and NC status codes. In other words, YE, NC, NO and IN cover al
of the scenarios possible in an evaluation or reevaluation of a
facility for CA725. Therefore, it is Region 4's opinion that
only YE, NC, NO and IN should be utilized to categorize a
facility for CA725. No facility in Region 4 should carry a NA
status code.

This particular CA725 evaluation is the first evaluation
performed by EPA for the University of Florida. Because
assunpti ons have to be made as to whether or not human exposures
to current media contam nation are plausible and, if plausible,
whet her or not controls are in place to address these plausible
exposures, this nmeno first exam nes each environnmental nedia
(i.e., soil, groundwater, surface water, air) at the entire
facility including any offsite contam nation emanating fromthe
facility rather than fromindividual areas or releases. After
this i ndependent nedia by nedia exam nation is presented, a final
recommendation is offered as to the proper CA725 status code for
the University of Florida.

The foll ow ng discussions, interpretations and concl usi ons
on contam nati on and exposures at the facility are based on the
foll owi ng reference docunents: 1996 Site Closure Plan for
Bui I ding 508 Drainfield Area and the Pesticide Burial Pit Area,
Cctober 1995 Prelimnary Assessnment Report for the Chem cal
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Di sposal Site (A d Murphy Landfill), May 1994 RCRA Facility
Assessnent .

I11. FACI LITY SUMVARY

The University of Florida is an education and research
facility located in Gainesville, Florida. The facility is a
state-supported, |and-grant university occupyi ng approximately
2,000 acres. Currently, there are over 35,000 students enrolled
at the University; the University enploys an additional 15,000
peopl e.

The mai n canpus includes approximately 2,000 teaching and
research | aboratories. The |aboratories generate snal
guantities of wastes which are managed in several waste
managenment units throughout the facility. The facility is
currently regul ated as a generator of hazardous waste and is
operating a RCRA Permtted Hazardous Waste Contai ner Storage
Facility.

Areas of the University of Florida subject to the corrective
action requirements of the July 22, 1997, HSWA Permt are those
solid waste managenent units (SWMJs) and areas of concern (ACCs)
whi ch have or may have rel eased hazardous wastes or constituents
to the environment. A total of thirty (30) SWMJUs and four (4)
ACCs have been identified frominformation submtted by the
Permttee and froma RCRA Facility Assessnment (RFA) Report
prepared by an EPA contractor in Decenber of 1993 and revi ewed
and finalized by EPA on May 23, 1994. O the identified units to
date, one (1) SWWJ requires a RCRA Facility Investigation (RFIl)
to determ ne the extent of a known rel ease and six (6) S\WWMJs and
one (1) AOC requires Confirmatory Sanpling to determ ne the
presence or absence of a rel ease.

One unusual investigation scenario which should be di scussed
further is the Ad Mrphy Landfill. The landfill was used to
manage sanitary waste and, at tinmes, general |aboratory chem cals
or waste such as glassware and other small containers. The Site
| nvestigation Section of the Florida Departnent of Environnental
Protection (FDEP) is currently performng a Source |Investigation

around the landfill. Al though volatile organics have been
detected in wells surrounding the landfill, the highest
concentrations seemto be in the upgradient well. Over the

years, there has been repeated controversy over the source of
this contam nation. Hopefully, the expanded groundwater

nmoni tori ng beyond the boundaries of the landfill will allow for a
nore informed decision on the actual source of detected

contam nati on

Currently, the HSWA Permt lists the Od Mirphy Landfill as
requiring no further action at this tinme pending the Site
| nvestigation Section's investigation of the groundwater
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surrounding the Ad Murphy Landfill. [If the source of
groundwat er contam nation is found to be the landfill, then the
HSWA Permt wll address any further characterization and

remedi ation. |[If the source is found not to be the landfill, then

the no further action requirenment in the HSWA Permt will remain
unchanged, and the Site Investigation Section will address needed
corrective measures.

V. MEDI A BY MEDI A DI SCUSSI ON OF CONTAM NATI ON AND THE STATUS OF
PLAUSI BLE HUMAN EXPOSURES

SA L

Presently, information on the presence or absence of soi
contamnation is lacking in certain areas of the facility (e.g.,
two (2) acid tanks, a loading area, a ROTC snmall arnms firing
range, the sewer system and a construction debris landfill).
However, there are two (2) units currently requiring HSWA
i nvestigation for which analytical information is available: the
Rinse Gravel Pit at Building 63 and the Laboratory Drainfield for
Bui | di ng 508.

The Rinse Gravel Pit received pesticide spray m x and
rinsewaters. Alachlor, Chlordane, D canba, Endosulfans A and B
Et hoprop, D nethylam ne (MCPP) and tetraethyl pyrophosphate
(TEPP) have all been found in the soil w th maxi mum
concentrations of 4,710 ppm 33.3 ppm 15.6 ppm 9.22 ppm 11.2
ppm 64 ppm 1,040 ppmand 88.2 ppm respectively. Residential
ri sk-based' | evels for Al achlor, Chlordane, Dicanba, Endosul fans
A and B, Ethoprop, MCPP and TEPP are as follows: 8 ppm 0.49
ppm 2,300 ppm 470 ppm 470 ppm not cal cul ated, not cal cul ated
and 39 ppm respectively. Only Al achlor, Chlordane and TEPP
exceed their respective residential risk-based |evels.
| ndustrial risk-based |evels for Al achlor, Chlordane and TEPP are
72 ppm 4.4 ppmand 1,000 ppm Further sanpling is needed to
determ ne the extent and | evel of contam nation at this unit.

The Laboratory Drainfield received solvents, acids and ot her
chem cals. Most of the wastewater came fromthe | aboratory
aspirator system Two (2) conposite soil sanmpling results from
besi de and bel ow the Laboratory Drainfield tiles detected nine
constituents. The maxi num detected concentrations per
constituent are as follows: arsenic (23.5 ppm, barium (11.7
ppm, cadm um (0.369 ppm, lead (14.4 ppn), selenium (0.045 ppn,

The followi ng are exanpl es of promul gated or standardi zed ri sk-based
levels used in this nmeno: 1) maxi mum contanminant linmits (MCLs) for
groundwat er, 2) Federal or State Surface Water Quality Standards, 3)
the nedia specific concentrations found in the nost recent Region 3
Ri sk-Based Concentration Tables (i.e., soil and groundwater
concentrations based on a risk level of 10° for carcinogens and a
hazard quotient of 1 for noncarcinogens).
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mercury (0.082 ppm), Dieldrin (9.25 pn), DDE (24.4 ppm,

nmet hyl ene chloride (1,500 ppm. The risk-based |levels in soi

for the above constituents are 0.4 ppm 5,500 ppm 78 ppm 400
ppm 390 ppm 23 ppm not cal culated, 2 ppm and 85 ppm
respectively. Only arsenic and nethyl ene chloride exceed their
respective risk-based levels for a residential setting.

| ndustrial risk-based |levels for arsenic and net hyl ene chloride
are 3.8 ppmand 760 ppm Further sanpling is needed to determ ne
the extent and | evel of contamnation at this unit.

SO L - HUMAN EXPOSURES

Based on the data at hand, human exposures to soi
contam nation at the Rinse Gavel Pit and the Laboratory
Drainfield is possible. However, given that the concentrations
for arsenic, TEPP and Al achl or are bel ow industrial risk-based
| evel, a land use nore appropriate for the contam nated sites at
the University, human exposures to these constituents is
considered controlled. Although the very limted soil sanpling
does indicate that nethylene chloride and Chl ordane are above
their respective industrial risk-based |evels, nethylene chloride
is a frequent |ab contam nant and the detected Chl ordane
concentration is bel ow standard application concentrations.
Therefore, it is concluded that human exposures are al so
controlled for these two constituents.

Because of the uncertainty regarding the presence or absence
of soil contam nation at nost of the questionable areas of the
facility along with the lack of a conplete characterization at
those two units with sonme environnental data, a final opinion on
human exposures to soil contam nation at the facility is not
possi ble at this tine.

GROUNDWATER

Presently, information on the presence or absence of
groundwat er contam nation is lacking in certain areas of the
facility (e.g., tw acid tanks, a |oading area, ROTC snall arns
firing range, the sewer systemand a construction debris
landfill). However, there are two units currently requiring HSWA
investigation at the University for which analytical information
is available: the Rinse Gavel Pit at Building 63 and the
Laboratory Drainfield for Building 508.

Arsenic and | ead have been detected in the upper Surficial
Aqui fer during the very limted groundwater sanpling perforned at
the Laboratory Drainfield (18.3 ppb and 34.3 ppb, respectively).
The risk-based | evels for arsenic and |l ead in groundwater are 50
ppb (MCL) and 15 ppb (action |evel), respectively. Further
sanpling is needed to deternmine the extent and | evel of
contam nation at this unit.
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The maxi num concentrations detected at the Rinse Gravel Pit
are 2.21 ppb (ethylene dibrom de), 3.34 ppb (Alachlor), 1.24 ppb
(Carbaryl) and 1.7 ppb (chloroform. The risk-based |evel for
Al achlor i1s 0.84 ppb, and the risk-based nunber for chloroformis
0.1 ppb (interimMCL for total trihal omethanes). Risk-based
| evel s for the other constituents have not been cal cul at ed.
Further sanpling is needed to determine the extent and | evel of
contam nation at this unit.

GROUNDWATER - HUMAN EXPOSURES

Al t hough there are sonme shallow irrigation wells used for
irrigation by the University, the University purchases potable
water fromthe Gainesville Regional Uilities. Therefore, even
t hough sonme contam nati on has been detected at a couple of onsite
| ocations and the characterization of groundwater at every units
under the HSWA requirenent for further assessnment is inconplete,
there is no current pathway for human exposure to any known or
unknown groundwater contam nation fromonsite units associated
with the University.

Human exposures to the known onsite groundwater
contam nation linked to the University are controlled. However,
because of the uncertainty regarding the presence or absence of
groundwat er contam nation at other areas of the facility
requiring further HSWA assessnent along with the |ack of a
conpl ete characterization at those two units with some historica
groundwat er data, a final opinion on human exposures to offsite
groundwat er contam nation at the facility is not possible at this
time.

Al R

Rel eases to air fromsoil, groundwater and/or surface water
contam nated by SWMJs and/or AOCs at the facility is not known to
be occurring at concentrati ons above rel evant action |evels, but
sanpling at every suspected unit has not yet been perforned.
Because of the uncertainty regarding the presence or absence of
air contam nation at questionable areas of the facility, an
opi nion on pl ausi bl e hunman exposures to air contanmi nation is not
possi ble at this tine.

SURFACE WATER

There are no surface water bodies directly associated with
the units identified as requiring further investigation.
Therefore, surface water associated with the facility is not
under investigation. Because there is no surface water
contam nation linked to units under HSWA investigation, there are
no pl ausi bl e human exposures which nmust be controlled due to
contam nat ed surface water



V. STATUS CODE RECOMVENDATI ON FOR CA725:

A facility wde determ nation as to whether human exposures
are controll ed cannot be nade. This position nust be taken
because conpl ete assessnent information is lacking for the all of
the units deened to require further investigation (see Section
V). It is recormended that CA725 IN (nore information needed)
be entered into RCRI S.

VI. GROUNDWATER RELEASES CONTROLLED DETERM NATI ON ( CA750)
There are five (5) status codes |isted under CA750:
1) YE Yes, applicable as of this date.

2) NA  Previous determ nation no |onger applicable as of
this date.

3) NR No releases to groundwater.
4) NO Facility does not neet definition.
5) IN Mre information needed.

The first three (3) status codes |listed above were defined
in January 1995 Data Elenment Dictionary for RCRIS. The last two
(2) status codes were defined in June 1997 Data El enent
Dictionary.

The status codes for CA750 are designed to neasure the
adequacy of actively (e.g., punp and treat) or passively (e.g.,
natural attenuation) controlling the physical novenent of
groundwat er contam nated wi th hazardous constituents above
rel evant action |levels. The designated boundary (e.g., the
facility boundary, a |ine upgradient of receptors, the |eading
edge of the plunme as defined by | evels above action | evels or
cl eanup standards, etc.) is the point where the success or
failure of controlling the mgration of hazardous constituents is
nmeasured for active control systenms. Every contam nated area at
the facility nust be evaluated and found to have the mgration of
cont am nat ed groundwater controlled before a "YE' status code can
be entered.

| f contam nated groundwater is not controlled in any area(s)
of the facility, the NO status code should be entered. |If there
is not enough information at certain areas to nake an inforned
deci sion as to whether groundwater releases are controlled, then
the I N status code should be entered. |If an evaluation
determ nes that there are both uncontrolled groundwater rel eases
for certain units/areas (NO and insufficient information at
certain units/areas of groundwater contam nation (IN), then the
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priority for the EI recommendati on should be the NO status code.
In Region 4's opinion, the previous relevance of NA as a
meani ngful status code is elimnated by the June 1997 Data
El ement Dictionary's inclusion of NOand INto the existing YE
and NR status codes. In other words, YE, NR NO and IN cover al
of the scenarios possible in an evaluation or reevaluation of a
facility for CA750. Therefore, it is Region 4's opinion that
only YE, NR, NO and IN should be utilized to categorize a
facility for CA725. No facility in Region 4 should carry a NA
status code.

This evaluation for CA750 is the first formal eval uation
performed for the University of Florida. Please note that CA750
is based on the adequate control of all contam nated groundwater
at the facility.

The foll ow ng di scussions, interpretations and concl usions
on contam nated groundwater at the facility are based on the
foll ow ng reference docunents: 1996 Site Cosure Plan for
Buil ding 508 Drainfield Area and the Pesticide Burial Pit Area,
Cct ober 1995 Prelimnary Assessnment Report for the Chem cal
Di sposal Site (Ad Murphy Landfill), My 1994 RCRA Facility
Assessnent .

VII. STATUS CODE RECOMVENDATI ON FOR CA750:

Based on data contained in the docunents referenced in
Section V and sunmari zed in the groundwater portion of Section
IV, releases fromthe Rinse Gravel Pit and the Laboratory
Drainfield have contam nated very limted areas of groundwater at
concentrations above rel evant risk-based action |evels.

Al t hough the groundwater is contam nated above rel evant
ri sk-based levels at two |ocations with sone groundwat er dat a,
control neasures have not been inplenented to control the
m grati on of contam nated groundwater. Because observed
groundwat er contam nation is not controlled, it is recommended
t hat CA750 NO be entered.

VI 11.SUMWARY OF FOLLOW UP ACTI ONS

The University of Florida was issued a HSWA Pernmt on
July 22, 1997. The data gaps identified in the previous sections
will be addressed as part of the required Confirmatory Sanpling
and RCRA Facility Investigation. The CS and RFI Wrk Plans are
due late October 1997. The University will have to be
reeval uated once nore conplete information is gained on the seven
(7) SWMUs and one (1) AOC requiring HSWA assessnent.



